The ordoliberal conception that the strong but limited state is the fundamental precondition of a free society entails a negative judgement about the character of market competition. In opposition to the laissez-faire idea of market self-regulation, it rejects as dangerous to the constitution of liberty the idea that markets always know best. Competition does not unite society. Instead, it manifests freedom in the form of unsocial relationships between economic agents and social classes. Ordoliberalism posits the state as planner for competition and guardian of enterprise. In this context, the article explores the ordoliberal meaning of democracy and liberal interventionism. It concludes by arguing that in the ordoliberal view, economic crises manifest a failure of political interventionism.
The liberal state "has to be as strong as possible within its own sphere, but outside its own sphere, in the economic sphere, it has to have as little power as possible" (Alfred Müller-Armack).
3 "The formula 'strong state' was meant [by the ordoliberals, WB] as a shorthand for a state that is constrained by a political constitution that prevents government from becoming the target of special-interest rent seeking" (Viktor Vanberg). 
INTRODUCTION
The title of the article contains two seeming paradoxes. First, it contends that the liberal state is a strong state. This is not a common view. Not only the popular literature but also contemporary political philosophy view the neoliberal state as a weak state. 5 The second paradox derives from the connection between crisis, a strong state and a free economy. The contemporary view holds that economic crises herald the return of the state as an alternative source of social organisation, replacing the market as the predominant force. 6 For the ordoliberals, however, the economy has no independent existence. Rather, economy is political economy. They thus conceive of a free economy as a practice of government.
The main body of the essay expounds the analytical meaning of the contention that a free economy amounts to a political practice of the strong state. The three quotations at the start of the essay frame the analytical focus and direction of the argument. 7 The conclusion explores the consequences of the contention about a free economy and a strong state for the understanding of economic crises.
ON THE POLITICAL FORM OF LIBERTY
The view that neoliberalism calls for a weak state derives from its demand for a limited state. This notion is usually taken to mean that the state is literally 'limited', that is, disempowered and thus weak in relation to the logic of the market. 8 the ordoliberal argument, only a strong state is able to limit itself, and the strong state is therefore a limited state and, conversely, the limited state is the strong state. Its task is to enable and facilitate free economy as a rule-based system of noncoerced market exchanges between competing economic agents each seeking to maximise their utility in response to free price movements. For the sake of liberty the establishment of a rules-based system of law is an absolute requirement of economic order. The invisible hand that is said to coordinate the individual preferences in free market economies does not constitute an economic order -in fact, if left to its own devices, it is said to destroy the very preconditions upon which its magic of socioeconomic regulation rests. Regulation by means of the invisible hand is premised on the existence of a comprehensive liberal order, comprising not only a socio-economic order but, also, a moral order that governs the mentality of society in the form of an enterprise society. Order is not an economic product. Rather, it is a political practice that encompasses both the force of law preserving violence and the rule of law that governs an established social order.
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The strong state is the political form of a free economy. In contrast, the weak state is the Achilles-heel of a free economy. It is unable to defend itself from the preying social interests and as a consequence loses its "independence" from society. It succumbs to the "attacks of pressure groups…monopolies and…unionised workers". 10 Instead of governing over them, they govern through the state, and in this way tend to transform the state into a "self-serving unlimited-liability insurance company, in the business of insuring all social interests at all time against every conceivable risk", from the cradle to the grave. 11 The weak state is unable to set limits to the contesting social forces and thus fails to depoliticise the socio-economic relations on the basis of a rule-based system of market interaction. Ultimately, the weak state is unable to distinguish itself from society, leading to the potentially ruinous politicisation and collapse of a free market society. Instead of governing over society to maintain and achieve the further progress of what Adam Smith called the system of perfect liberty, the state is "being pulled apart by greedy self-seekers. Each of them takes out a piece of the state's power for himself and exploits it for its own purposes…This phenomenon can best be described by a term used by Carl Schmitt -'pluralism'. Indeed, it represents a pluralism of the worst possible kind. The motto for this mentality seems to be the 'role of the state as a suitable prey'". For the sake of liberty, what is therefore needed is a state that "governs, that is, a strong state, a state standing where it belonged, above the economy and above the interest groups". 13 Only a strong state can distinguish itself from society. It prevents government from becoming the 'prey' of the many contradictory rent-seeking social interests. Instead, by establishing itself as the independent power over society, it governs for the sake of a liberal economic constitution and the associated rules of social conduct, laws of economic engagement, and generalised forms of civility. The idea of a free economy entails that production and distribution are regulated through competitive exchanges, mediated by money. This regulation is achieved where there is 'perfect liberty'; where, in other words, a free economy is not impeded by the assertion of private economic power and powerful social forces. The free economy does not create the conditions of liberty upon which it feasts with often destructive consequences. In the ordoliberal account, its constitution and maintenance is a matter of government. The strong state governs for a free economy whereas the weak state succumbs to competing social forces and is devoured by them, leading, they say, to economic chaos.
For the ordoliberals, liberalism has always to focus on the "whole", and this whole "is the state".
14 For the sake of a free economy, the distinction between society and state is not negotiable. On the threat of 'ungovernability', the liberal rule of law can therefore not be subjected to shifting democratic parliamentary majorities. Society is either governed by the liberal rule of law or it is governed by the democratic principle of majority rule. 15 If indeed there has to be democracy, it must therefore be "hedged in by such limitations and safeguards as will prevent liberalism being devoured by democracy. Mass man ights against liberal-democracy in order to replace it by illiberal democracy", which is unlimited in its response to the competing social forces and contesting class interests, leading to the politicisation of the economy, if unchecked. 16 The ordoliberal state does not allow itself to become "the target of special-interests rent seeking" be it as a consequence of the unlimited character of democracy or political assertion of interests groups. 17 Rather, it establishes itself as the independent power of depoliticised socio-economic relations. The strong state therefore does not contradict the idea of a free economy. Rather, it is the political power of a free economy in which economic activity takes the form of voluntary exchanges between formally free and equal economic agents, each seeking to maximise their utility whatever their speciic purposes might beproit, rent, or wage-based access to the means of subsistence.
Ordoliberalism therefore does not deine the state in relationship to the economic nor is the economic deined in relationship to the state, a view which implies a conception of market and state as two distinct modes of social organisation. The perennial question about such a conception is whether the market has autonomy vis-à-vis the state, or the state vis-à-vis the market, leading to arguments about the 'retreat' or the 'return' of the state as actor. 18 Rather, ordoliberalism conceives of the state as the concentrated force of a society, which in its concept contains both "greedy self-seekers" (Rüstow) and a "tendency towards proletarianisation" (Röpke) . 19 In the irst case, if unfettered by the restraining power of the state, the society of "greedy self-seekers" is said to destroy the "ethical and social forces of coherence" of a free economy. 20 In the second case, the class tied to work "might systematically do poorly", and might therefore struggle for higher wages and full-employment at the expense of a free economy. 21 They dismiss the redistribution of wealth as violating the principle of a free economy and reject a policy of full-employment as contrary to its logic. Rather than solving the problem presented by quarrelsome workers, it would stall economic development, creating unemployment. The struggle between the traders in labour power, the one buying the other selling, is innate to the concept of a free labour economy. In the words of Adam Smith, "wages depend upon contract between two parties whose interests are not the same". That is, the "workmen desire to get a lot, the master to give as little as possible. The former are disposed to combine to raise, the latter to lower the wages of labour".
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Within this zone of conlict, ordoliberalism declares for the strong state as "the guardian of enterprise". 23 The moral basis of this argument is 'humanity', understood abstractly as 'competition'. Without competition, "man [is] not a human being". 24 Nevertheless, competition does "neither improve the morals of individuals nor assist social integration" and, if unrestrained, society will descend into "bloodshed and disorder". 25 The ordoliberal theme of the strong state entails therefore more than just "policing the market order" by means of a "central authority strong enough to maintain formal exchange equality between all economic agents". 26 It also means, and fundamentally so, the policing of the social order and establishment of a moral order that secures the "psychomoral forces" at the disposal of a capitalist society. 27 For the sake of 'humanity', society needs to be ordered so that its freedom is not misused, as prices can be ixed, markets carved up, competitive adjustment avoided by means of protectionism and manipulation of monetary policy, and money can beget more money by mortgaging future proits, and workers can strike, the masses can revolt, and a proletarianised society can force the state to concede welfare. Just as Hobbesian man requires the Leviathan to sustain her fundamental sociability, competitive humanity requires a strong state authority to assure its orderly conduct. I have thus far presented the ordoliberal argument that in a free labour economy the pursuit of liberty presumes government to "prevent coercion of one individual by another", enforce contracts that have been "voluntary entered into", deine "the meaning of property rights", and interpret and enforce these "rights". In addition, ordoliberalism argues that a free labour economy presumes the state to be an independent power of society that "promotes competition" in the face of quarrelsome workers and reluctant captains of industry who might be inclined to secure their interests by, say, monopoly pricing or other means of protection from the "heavy artillery of world market price", avoiding competitive adjustment by improving the "cheapness of provision" by means of higher labour productivity. The economic activity in the form of voluntary exchanges presumes also that the state provides for the market what the market "cannot do for itself". The state, then, is "essential both as a forum for determining the 'rules of the game' and as an umpire to interpret and enforce the rules decided upon", and enforcement is necessary "on the part of those few who would otherwise not play the game". 28 That is, the political state does not compete with the invisible hand of the market. Rather, it depoliticises the social relations to achieve a law governed exchange society and in this manner it facilitates the operation of the invisible hand, which depends for its magic on unimpeded, entirely non-coerced and non-contested socio-economic relations, comprising social individuals as self-responsible entrepreneurs who more than just complying with the rules of the game do so willingly on the basis of their own initiative.
Laissez-faire is a category of economic order, one in which the economic agents compete with others on the basis of rule-governed exchange relations. It is therefore not a political category that applies to the character of the state and the conduct of public policy. Indeed, laissez-faire is not only "a highly ambiguous and misleading description of the principles on which a liberal policy is based". 29 It is also a dangerous idea if it is allowed to organise society as a whole. Competition is "not a principle on which the whole society can be built. From the sociological and moral point of view, it is even dangerous because it tends more to dissolve than to unite. If competition is not to have the effect of a social explosive and is at the same time not to degenerate, its premise will be a correspondingly sound political and moral framework". 30 For the sake of laissez faire as the principle of economic freedom, it can therefore not be a principle of political organisation and policy-making. Laissez faire is no "answer to riots". 31 It is neither an answer "to the hungry hordes of vested interests" 32 nor to an unlimited mass democracy that does not know how to limit itself to the pursuit of a free economy. 33 The viability of a free labour economy is a political matter. That is, and as Martin Wolf argued in a different context, a free economy cannot be built on "pious aspirations". It rests on "organized coercive force". 34 Liberalism does therefore not demand "weakness from the state, but only freedom for economic development under state protection", to prevent "coercion and violence". 35 What is protected by the state is not independent of the state. On the contrary, its independence is an eminently political practice of government that is charged with achieving the "complete eradication of all orderlinessness [Ordnungslosigkeit] from markets and the elimination of private power from the economy". 36 The economic order of freedom is a depoliticised order, that is, it is a state-less sphere under state protection. Paraphrasing Franz Böhm, the state-less sphere of the free economy amounts to a political practice of 'eradicating disorder' from the economy. Order is a political category of economic constitution. The state therefore really is "the mistress of the economy in its totality as in its parts…and the state must master the whole of economic development both intellectually and materially". 37 The political state of free economy does not therefore tolerate private political power, which impedes the operation of the free price mechanism and thus prevents the magic of the invisible hand from taking hold. Anticipating the concluding argument, economic crisis is a consequence of such disorder to the operation of the free price mechanism, for which the invisible hand cannot be blamed. Its eficacy of economic regulation was in disarray because of weak government. The state, then, must plan for liberty and competition. In Thomas Balogh's succinct characterisation of ordoliberalism, it amounts to an attempt at planning "by the free mechanism".
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The meaning of the ordoliberal conception of the strong state lies in this construction of a ruled-based system of economic freedom.
Ordoliberalism thus recognises the primacy of economic freedom as a political responsibility. The economic sphere and the political sphere need to be conceived together interdependently and have to operate interdependently to maintain the system of liberty as a whole. 39 There is thus need for coordinating the economic, social, moral and political spheres, to achieve and maintain systemic cohesion. The organisational centre of a free labour economy is the state; it is the power of interdependence and the force of liberal coherence. The economic constitution of liberty amounts therefore not only to "an eminently political decision" but, also, to a constant political practice of government. 40 Its success appears in the form of a functioning market system in which the economic agents respond to price signals in the civilised and entirely self-responsible manner of the entrepreneur who adjusts his or her utility calculations to the signals of the free price mechanism.
The price mechanism operates akin to a "calculating machine". It informs consumers and producers alike of the degree of scarcity in the whole economy. As such a "scarcity gauge", it sustains the "automatic", that is, non-coerced coordination and balancing of the interests of millions and millions of people. 41 Ostensibly each individual partakes in a continuous consumer plebiscite that manifests the veritable democracy of supply and demand. Nevertheless, this rule-based system of economic regulation does not enact itself by force of its own innate automaticity. It depends in its entirety on "the will of the participants" to follow the movement of prices and not "to rebel against that movement" as self-seeking proiteers or welfare seeking proletarians. 42 For the ordoliberals, then, the strong state is the limited state. It secures "the possibility of spontaneous action" in the behaviour of the economic agents by limiting itself to "the organisation of the market" as the sphere of a state-less freedom, which, unimpeded by powerful socio-economic interests, is solely regulated by the preference calculations of the free price mechanism. 43 Ordoliberal political economy proclaims thus for the establishment of an economic constitution in which the acting economic agents "come under a regime of imposed liberty". 44 That is, the viability of an economy that is governed by supply and demands derives from a practice of power that is 'beyond supply and demand'. 45 Indeed, the attainment of the moral sentiments of enterprise and the achievement of a free-market order are more important than GDP inasmuch as GDP neither breeds the moral sentiments nor provides for liberty for that that socio-economic order, upon which it feeds. Laissez-faire is a function of a well-ordered commonwealth and as such it amounts to a political practice of empowered liberty. For the ordoliberals, the strong state is the political form of the economic principle of laissez-faire. Eucken therefore argues for an interdependency of orders, that is, the logic of the strong liberal state is the interdependent condition and premise of the logic of the free market. 46 
CONCLUSION: ECONOMIC CRISIS AND POLITICAL INTERVENTION
The article started with the observation that its title contains two paradoxes, one of which I have set out above. The second paradox derives from the political character of the system of liberty. In the ordoliberal account, a free economy and a strong state constitute an interdependent relationship, in which the state is the concentrated force of the system of liberty. Since economy has no independent existence, there can thus not be an economic crisis. Crises are crises of political economy. That is, the state really is the "planner for competition", and an economic crisis therefore manifests a failure of economic planning. The state seemingly failed in its role as "market police". 47 For the ordoliberals, competition is thus a limited concept -its eficacy does not manifest itself by force of its own logic. In fact, left to its own devices competition is not a creative force; it is entirely destructive of its socio-economic preconditions. Competition and therewith regulation by the invisible hand, is the indispensable instrument of freedom -in the economic sphere. Competition "appeals…solely to selishness" and selishness greases the machinery of a free economy, in which labour is neither enslaved nor coerced but free. 48 However, it neither integrates society nor creates a system of rules that recognise property rights, nor does it deine the common attitudes, beliefs, and values that render society civil, nor does it know how to restrain and limit itself to the pursuit of liberty. The natural tendency of competition is towards either cut-throat competition or monopoly. Its liberal eficacy is therefore a function of careful political planning to restrain its nature on the basis of enabling rules. The sociability of the unsocial character of competition depends thus on the provision of a "robust political-legal-ethical-institutional framework", which on the pain of ruin cannot be subject to unpredictable democratic majorities. 49 The veracity of the free economy is thus premised on the capacity of government to secure the appropriate order of freedom. The issue is not whether the state should or should not intervene. Rather, the issue is the purpose and method, the objective and aim of state intervention. The ordoliberal state 'intervenes' not for speciic social ends. It 'intervenes' into the "economic sphere" and the "non-economic spheres" to secure the economic, social and ethical conditions upon which "eficiency competition" rests. 50 Free markets thus become 'ineficient' and crisis-ridden not because of some innate economic logic. Rather, an economic crisis expresses a failure of political intervention, which either failed to curb the concentration of economic power or restrain excess competition, or failed to prevent proletarianisation or "special interest rent-seeking". "The problem", says Eucken, "of economic power can never be solved by further concentration of power, in the form of cartels or monopolies", including trades union monopoly power on labour markets. This form of private power prevents competition and destroys the freedom of enterprise. The solution to the problem of economic power can therefore not be found in "a policy of laissez-faire which permits misuse of the freedom of contract to destroy freedom". Therefore, the "problem of economic power can only be solved by an intelligent co-ordination of all economic and legal policy…Any single measure of economic policy should, if it is to be successful, be regarded as part of a policy designed and to establish and maintain economic order as a whole". 51 Economic experts, rather than democratic parliamentary majorities, are therefore said to be best placed to safeguard eficiency competition either by advising government on the conduct of policy or, one might add, by assuming direct responsibility for the making of economic policy, especially monetary policy by an independent central bank.
52
Since eficacy of free economy depends on a policy of laissez-faire, one should therefore "not speak of a 'crisis of capitalism' but of a 'crisis of interventionism'".
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Government turned a blind eye to the problems of economy, society, morality, and democracy. It failed either in removing impediments to market freedom or in restraining the passions of competition or greed, or it failed in securing the 'cheapness of provision' by means of increased labour productivity, or it failed in embedding the spirit of enterprise into society at large, or it compounded a poverty of aspirations by a permissive welfare state, or it turned a blind eye to the rapacity of the poor, or it failed in the provision of sound monetary conditions, or it failed in the enforcement of antitrust and anti-monopoly legislation, etc. 54 The 'failure' of the state is a failure of the independent power of a free economy. Government is not supposed to yield to demands that seek 'freedom from want' or 'value for nothing'. It is not meant to turn a blind eye to the assertion of private power in the form of monopolies or cartels, nor is it meant to let itself be bullied by the private interests that seek either protection from market pressures or unrestrained market opportunities, nor is it meant to abandon liberal principles of economic constitution to mass democratic demands and aspiration, and trade union power.
The notion that economic crises are in fact crises of political intervention elucidates the liberal paradox that the state always governs too much and too little, regulates too much and too little, restrains competition too much and too little. The market liberal idea that uninhibited market forces are the only remedy to resolving 51 Walter Eucken, This Unsuccessful Age (London: Hodge, 1951), pp. 37, 36, 54. 52 That is, 'economic constitution must be understood as a general political decision as to how the economic life of the nations is to be structured', and '[m]en of science by virtue of their profession and position being independent of economic interests, are the only objective, independent advisers capable of providing true insight into the intricate interrelations of economic activity and therefore also providing the basis upon which economic judgements can be made'. economic crisis is thus deceitful. Uninhibited markets describe a political practice of eliminating impediments to free economy. Similarly, the idea that market failure is a consequence of too little or too much regulation is deceitful in that it identiies the cause of crises in the adopted means of political regulation, as if a free labour economy is susceptible to crisis only when the state falls short in its role as market police. A free economy is not a system of political engineering. Nevertheless, in either case, the state is endorsed as the indispensable power and crucial force of a free labour economy. I have argued that ordoliberalism amounts to a statement about the political character of a free labour economy. For the sake of economic liberty, it recognises that the state cannot have enough power. The demand for the strong state is a demand for an effective market police.
